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Remarks 

Prio to entry ofthi anw ens ss I 19 are pending but claims 34-3< *rc 
withdrawn from consideration, in this amendment, claims 2 and 35 are being canceled. Claims 
1,3, 5-9, 12-17, 2 I -34. and 36-39 am being amended. Thus, after entry of fins amendment, 
claims i . 3-34, and 36-39 will be pending. Reconsideration and condoned examination of this 
ippH f n is e p ctl d j reqne ted • ewofi unendrnents above at he t irk 1 i 
follow. 

Claim i has been amended to replace die term mlexibk" with "poly men in connection 
with the multilayer reflector. Support can be found, for example, at page 8 line 26 to page 9 line 
14 of the specification. Claim I has also been amended to replace "LED hghf with -'the 
excitation I i^hC" tor more proper antecedent basis. No new matter has been added. 

Claims 3 and 5-9 have been amended to delete die term "flexible" for consistency with 
claim I . These claims also include other amendments for conciseness and improved readability. 
No new matter has been added. 

Claim 12 is amended to depend from claim C and is reworded fur improved readability 
and conciseness. Claim 13 is amended to delete the term "flexible" and for conciseness No new 
matter Iras been added. 

Claim I 4 is amended to recite that the layer of phosphor material "comprises particles of 
th <\ph - >n. umi J >. -v in > h>{ ies M pp k <. m Sk. n end on p, 3 lines 1:3-13 and p. 14 
hncx 22-28. \\>te that such hum can be waiter comummn or di^mm; a<m- I m example 
Applicants desuav how .foil fm 3 « which o _wi m^ee m w e x mm > Nrw-p na mutcnah 
v w tit! n i t t 0( 1 1 1 i x k. i k S tt 1 the 

t it wxesfha 5 , I i \ i > i i i \ t io 4 On the oth ! 

such a layer can also be discontinuous, as disclosed on page 1 9 lines 9-28 of the present 
specification. Claim 29 is amended in like fashion to claim 14. No new matter has been added. 

Claim 15 is amended to depend from claim 1 4. and recites that the layer of phosphor 
material i rich com p es hot! he j spin p < v. md th hnders is lisconti w u to i u 
ds et regions S ipp u t can be 1 nd in the -discussk >n pag line ' 8 Claim 0 
which du| end-. I (tut mm r y ^ w un nLd m hU 'as nun \o uco m, to 'a K< n >du_ i 
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replaced with "region". Claim 31, which depends from claim 30, is amended similarly. No new 
mailer has beer; added. 

Uaitn 1 N\ a s Ida- | ! ! i>t \ vh ^em eo ^ i uJi-ubtuwuij toi 
antcuiL a MfotiunK b n w> r ,v H 1 v < w * n ' wh<.hdpe ds hon 

claim 30, is amended similarly. No new matter has been added. 

Claims 21-28 are amended tor conciseness and readability, and m some eases io eliminate 
the term "flexible"'. 

Claim 33 is amended to replace the term "dot" with "'region N and to change dependency 
to claim 30, and for conciseness. Support can be found in die discission on page 1.9 lines 9-28. 
No new matter has been added. 

Withdrawn method claim 34 is amended to replace "flexible" with "polymeric , as was 
done in claim i. and to correct grammar and add the article "the" for antecedent basis purposes. 
No new matter has been added. 

Withdrawn method claim 36 is amended to delete the term "flexible" and other 
unnecessary verbiage, Withdrawn method claim 3? is amended to delete the term "dlexibte" and: 
is reworded for conciseness and proper antecedent basis. Withdrawn method claim 38 is 
amended t* dopes d bom claim U. and lot e ncisene s a d pit P«» antecedent Sw-n^ W ithdraw-n 
method claim 39 is amended for conciseness and to eliminate unnecessary verbiage. No new 
matter has been added. 

$ 102 RfeiecttoBS 

t ;w \ 4 ... „ ? 

rhese claim were rejected ui er 35 sf 102(1 w i icipawd by I S. Patent 6.1 55,699 
(Miller et ah). 

In response, claim 1 has been amended to recite a > t > hn u \ il j mololayer 
reJkc n ike \ 1 1 1 K t < e "W . as p > * -to t i n l\> r s 'in, >. a r oKian nd 
its dependent claims 4-6 and 14, cannot be sustained and should bo withdrawn. 

Ciamw 0 3- dawn 14-23 
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fhese elate were tejcciui undes 55 S( N . s s ci t >y U.S. Fate 6,686,676 
(MeNulvv et a!.}. 

in response, claim 1 has been amended to recite a "non-planar polymeric mul d layer 
reflector . Since McNulty docs not teach polymeric multilayer reflectors, the rejection of claim L 
and its dependent claims 4-7 and 14-17. cannot be sustained and should be withdraw;). 

Moreover, die amendments to cla.uns 1 4 and I 5 make clear thai the distinct Regions" of 
claims 15-17 each comprise phosphor particles dispersed in a binder. Such layer is not disclosed 
in McNulty. The rejection of claims 15 7 7 should thus be withdrawn for tins additional reason, 

■g 103 Rejections 

t hums 1,3, 11 and J 3 

Claims 2-3 and 12-13 were rejected under 75 (JSC § i 05(a) as being unpatentable over 
U S. Patent 6, 1 55.6W (Miller et ah) m view of U.S. Patent 5,83 1 ,375 (Benson, Jr.). According to 
the Office Action, "it would have been obvious . . . to provide the light source of Miller with a 
non-planar flexible multilayer reflector comprising polymeric material, as taught by Benson, for 
reflecting, light onto the phosphor materials' In view of the cancellation of claim 2 and the 
addition of the term "polymeric'' in claim L Applicants interpret the rejection to apply to 
amended claims I, 3, 12. and 13. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection cannot be sustained. 

As an initial matter, both before and after the amendment, claim i recites that the non- 
planar multilayer reflector ''reflects the excitation light and transmits visible lighfh Neithes 
Miller nor Benson Jr. teach this feature, in Miller, the wavelength selective reflector is a 
distributed Bragg reflector < DBR) mirror thai operates to transmit "primary light" emitted by the 
LED die and reflect much of the converted "secondary light" emitted by the phosphor layer. See 
e.g. column 2 line 58 to column 3 line 33, or column 3 line 47 to column 4 line 9. This is 
opposite to the quoted feature from claim 1 .. Benson, Jr. relates to electroluminescent lamps that 
utilize electrical excitation rather than optica! excitation, and thus there is no excitation light 
whatsoever lor the disclosed multilayer optical films to reflect. Since neither reference teaches a 
mum layer re flector "that reflects the excitation light artd transmits visible light", as recited in 
claim 1. the rejection of claims 1, 3, 12, and 13 cannot be sustained and should be withdrawn. 
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subject matier: Miller relates to lEf>exciied phosphor-based light sources (PLEDs), whereas 
Bef on h elates * J„a r < iuniine >< . it lamps * dike the PLEDs of is lies Benson in 
cl ! luui nc^v'i h Kaicifl ui'in dh evens c ' ! i. i v I d ' 'L umo i ,l tbi 
wavelength- selective reflectors. Furthermore, the electroluminescent lamps '"are typically used 

foi , ppl v. OK » U iO i '.'/Jit' '1 ti! UC !„ 1 O It , t On S % « i 

Benson, Jr., emphasis added,) Without the benefit of improper hindsight, the person of ordinary 
skill would not think to modify the tint, planar components of Benson, Jr. into wavelength 
selective complex -curved filters suitable tor replacing Miller's DBR mirror, which is fonned into 
a "dome-shaped shelf and preferably "generally hemispheric" (Miller at col. 5 lines 33-38), nor 
would such person have a reasonable expectation of success in such endeavor, for this 
additional reason, the rejection of claims 1, 3, 12, and 13 based on the combination of Miller and 
Benson, Jr. cannot he sustained and should he withdrawn, 

Applicants also note that Benson, Jr. ts non-analogous art. For purposes of evaluating the 
obviousness of claimed subject matter, each reference rehed upon must constitute Amalopoirs 
art . See MP.BP§2 14 1.01 (a)(1). in this regard, the reference must either be in the field of 
applicant' s endeavor or, if nop then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which 
the inventor was concerned. See Id. 

The Benson., Jr. reieren.ee is not in the held nf applicants' endeavor. Benson, Jr. is 
directed to electroluminescent lamps. See col. 1, hues 10-20. Applicants' held of endeavor is 
phosphor -based light emitting diode (FED; light sources. Blectroiuminescent lamps and 
phosphor-based LED light sources are not the same field of endeavor. One of skill in the 
phosphor-based i ED light murce art would not consult the electroluminescent lamp ar when 
to n 1 s<n\ e j f husp (,») a > > 1 l> In h< <n v. p Ah I ft tv IS it roovttun^ 
n t! i! bv iiJd uj ui! t oe \<m 

\ i B u h t L m n ^ j i o ) it ! 1 it hie 

the inventors were concerned. The inventors were concerned with, among other things, 
mono am the operut noipimsHm v.sed I I 1 1 h„h <tuto, tht eh enAoutt Nope atioi >\ 
BED excitation light and light emitted by the phosphor. Benson, Jr. is concerned with improving 
electroluminescent lamp efficiency by reducing losses in back reflectors and polarizers. Sec eg 



~ 12 of IS - 



Application No.: 594 ! 7US002 



Case No.: 10/727,026 



the background and summary in columns 1 and 2 of Benson. Jr. One of ordinary skill in the 
phosphor- based LED art would not be reasonably expected or motivated to look to the 
electroluminescent arts for improving phosphor-based LEDs. For this additional reason, the 
rejection of claims 1,3, 1 2, and 1 3 based on the combination of Miller and Benson, Jr. cannot be 
sustained and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 18 and 29 

Claims 18 and 29 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Miller 
in view of U.S. Patent 5.813,753 (Vriens et al.). According to the Office Action, "it would have 
been obvious ... to provide the light source of Miller with a second multilayer reflector, as taught 
by Vriens, for reflecting visible light and transmitting excitation light." Applicants respectfully 
submit that this rejection cannot be sustained. 

The rejected claims depend directly or indirectly from amended claim 1. which now 
recites that the first non-planar multilayer reflector is "polymeric". Neither Miller nor Vriens 
teach or suggest a polymeric multilayer reflector. Since neither applied reference teaches this 
particular limitation of the rejected claims, the rejection of claims 18 and 29 should be 
withdrawn. 

Moreover, modifying Miller to include a second multilayer reflector as taught in Vriens 
would not occur to the person of ordinary skill because it would have no beneficial effect on the 
operation of Miller's phosphor-based LEDs. Mi ller teaches that the light emitted by the LED 
die, after passing through the DBR mirror, "is then absorbed by the phosphorescent, layer 36". 
(Col. 6 lines 22-23.) Elsewhere. Miller teaches that the phosphorescent layer "operates to 
convert the primary light emitted from the GaN die 1 2 to secondary light through the process of 
phosphorescence." (Col. 5 lines 65-67.) Nowhere does Miller indicate that any of (he LED- 
emitted light passes beyond the phosphorescent layer 36. Therefore, adding a second multilayer 
reflector as taught in Vriens would serve no purpose nor have any beneficial effect on Miller's 
ohosphor-bascd LEDs. Withdrawal of the rejection of claims 18 and 29 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 19-28 
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Claims 1 9-28 were rejected under 35 DSC § 1 0.3(a) as being unpatentable over Miller and 
Vriens, in further view of Benson, Jr, 

This rejection cannot be sustained at least because Benson. Jr. is non-analogous art, and is 
incompatible with at least Miller, for the reasons given above, 

ClaimsJ8..aiid.29-33 

Claims 18 and 29-33 were rejected under 35 DSC § 1.03(a) as being unpatentable over 
McNulty in view of Vriens. 

The rejected claims depend directly or indirectly from amended claim 1, which now 
recites that the first non-planar multilayer reflector is "polymeric". Neither McNulty nor Vriens 
teach or suggest a polymeric multilayer reflector. Since neither applied reference teaches this 
particular limitation of the rejected claims, the rejection of claims 18 and 29-33 should be 
withdrawn. 

Moreover, the amendments to claims 29 and 3.0 make clear that the distinct "regions" of 
claims 30-33 each comprise phosphor particles dispersed in a binder. Such layer is not disclosed 
in either McNulty or Vriens. The rejection of claims 30-33 should thus be withdrawn for this 
additional reason. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, the application is submitted to be in condition for allowance, the 
early indication of which is earnestly solicited, Rejoinder of the withdrawn claims is also again 
requested. 

Respect f u ! 1 y s u bm itted, 



Date Stephen C. Jensen, Reg. No.: 35,207 
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